GNSO gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group
 Preliminary Comments
Issue: 
· JIG Initial Report on Universal Acceptance of IDN TLDs dated 20 December 2011: http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/jig-idn-tld-acceptance-initial-report-06jan12-en.pdf 
Date: February 25, 2012
· Issue Document URL:	 Request for public comments:  http://www.icann.org/en/public-comment/universal-acceptance-idn-tlds-06jan12-en.htm 
These preliminary comments on the issue noted above are submitted on behalf of the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG).  The statement that follows represents a consensus position of the RySG as further detailed at the end of the document. The RySG statement was arrived at through a combination of RySG email list discussion and RySG meetings (including teleconference meetings).
The opening sentence of the ‘JIG Initial Report on Universal Acceptance of IDN TLDs’ dated 20 December 2011 says: “This report is intended to be a document to solicit input from the community.”  After reviewing the report, the RySG is not clear regarding the extent of input being solicited.
Is the JIG looking for general feedback with regard to their overall approach?  If so, it is likely that the RySG will strongly support efforts to facilitate universal acceptance of IDN TLDs so as to mitigate some of the problems similar to those incurred by registry operators in the first two rounds of new gTLDs.  The RySG will also likely encourage the JIG to continue pursuing the approach described in the Initial Report.
The report contains a list of “policy and coordination considerations” identified by the JIG, most of which are questions with multiple possible responses.  Is the JIG looking for feedback regarding whether the right questions are being asked, or is it hoping to get feedback about the possible answers in the report?  In both cases, it is anticipated that the RySG will support the direction that the JIG is going.
In Section III of the report (Preliminary Viewpoints & Possible Approaches), there are again a large number of questions.  Is the JIG hoping to get community opinions regarding the answers to all of the questions?  If so, it may require considerable time to develop responses to all of the questions and determine the level of RySG support for them.  Before deciding whether or not to do this, the RySG would like to know whether that is what is desired.  That task looks daunting, and it is not clear that many organizations will have time to do it.
If the JIG is looking for community responses to the large number of questions and possible answers in the report, that outcome would be much more realistically achieved if it was presented in a survey type format.  We also believe that that would make it much easier for the JIG to tabulate and use the results.
Whatever type of feedback the JIG is seeking, it would be helpful if the request for comments specifically described what is sought.  A survey would be one way of doing that.
RySG Level of Support
Level of Support of Active Members: Supermajority
# of Members in Favor:  12
# of Members Opposed:  0
# of Members that Abstained:    0
# of Members that did not vote:  1
Minority Position(s):  N/A
General RySG Information
· Total # of eligible RySG Members[footnoteRef:1]:  14 [1:  All top-level domain sponsors or registry operators that have agreements with ICANN to provide Registry Services in support of one or more gTLDs are eligible for membership upon the “effective date” set forth in the operator’s or sponsor’s agreement (RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec. A). The RySG Charter can be found at http://www.gtldregistries.org/sites/gtldregistries.org/files/Charter_for_RySG_6_July_2011_FINAL.pdf] 

· Total # of RySG Members:  13	
· Total # of Active RySG Members[footnoteRef:2]:  13 [2:  Per the RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec.D: Members shall be classified as “Active” or “Inactive”. An active member must meet eligibility requirements, must be current on dues, and must be a regular participant in RySG activities. A member shall be classified as Active unless it is classified as Inactive pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. Members become Inactive by failing to participate in three consecutively scheduled RySG meetings or voting processes or both. An Inactive member shall continue to have membership rights and duties except being counted as present or absent in the determination of a quorum. An Inactive member immediately resumes Active status at any time by participating in a RySG meeting or by voting.] 

· Minimum requirement for supermajority of Active Members:  9
· Minimum requirement for majority of Active Members:  7
· # of Members that participated in this process:  13
· Names of Members that participated in this process:  13
1. Afilias (.info, .mobi & .pro)
2. DotAsia Organisation (.asia)
3. DotCooperation (.coop)
4. Employ Media (.jobs)
5. Fundació puntCAT (.cat)
6. ICM, Inc. (.xxx)
7. Museum Domain Management Association – MuseDoma (.museum)
8. NeuStar (.biz)
9. Public Interest Registry - PIR (.org)
10. Societe Internationale de Telecommunication Aeronautiques – SITA (.aero)
11. Telnic (.tel)
12. Tralliance Registry Management Company (TRMC) (.travel)
13. VeriSign (.com, .name, & .net)

· Names & email addresses for points of contact
· Chair:	David Maher, dmaher@pir.org
· Vice Chair:  Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
· Secretariat:  Cherie Stubbs, Cherstubbs@aol.com
· RySG representative for this statement:  Chuck Gomes, cgomes@verisign.com


